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Abstract 
The study presented in the paper was focused on character strengths which can be viewed as a positive personal resource for 
young people’s personal and professional development from the positive psychology perspective. Region-specific and culture-
specific character strengths profiles were obtained based on the study sample (young people from Russia (three subsamples) and 
Kazakhstan) and then analyzed in terms of the difference between the study participants’ actual self (subjective evaluation of 
their character strengths) and ideal self (how significant these character strengths were). 
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1. Introduction 
A person’s character strengths and virtues have been one of the major research foci in positive psychology since 
its formal origin as a scientific field in 1998 when Martin Seligman called psychologists to pay more attention to 
positive features of human existence (Donaldson et al., 2015). From the very first, the positive psychology research 
addressed the problem of living a good life. Subjective well-being, optimism, happiness, and self-determination have 
been viewed as four basic characteristics contributing to one’s life quality (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). 
The main objective of the positive psychology movement is to explore “the psychological aspects of what makes life 
worth living” (Gable & Haidt, 2005, p. 104). Within the field, a person’s character strengths and virtues have been 
studied to shed light on what helps people achieve their life goals (Park & Peterson, 2009) and live a psychologically 
good life (Park et al., 2004). This seems to be essentially important when regarding young people because 
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identifying what makes a good character is beneficial to fostering their personal and professional development (Park 
& Peterson, 2009; Bogomaz & Atamanova, 2014; Litvina & Bogomaz, 2014). Viewing character strengths as a 
positive personal resource (Leont’ev, 2011) links the problem of personal and professional development (Kozlova, 2008) 
to that of potentiality and self-realization.  
Nevertheless, most of the psychological research and positive psychology research in particular has been western-
minded, as Steger and Kashdan (2008) emphasize, so it is quite necessary to examine the phenomenon under 
consideration “from a multicultural and transcultural perspective” (p. 784). Kubokawa and Ottaway (2009) also 
highlight that “if one does not embody the characteristics of individualism and self-efficacy, he or she may not meet 
our Western conceptualization of happiness” (p. 132). Therefore, examining how culture-specific character strengths 
profiles may be in young people with different cultural backgrounds will enable researchers and practitioners to 
understand better the issues in question and develop more authentic educational practices.  
The study presented is an effort to explore young people’s subjective evaluation of their character strengths as 
well as their significance to them. The character strengths profiles in young people from Russia and Kazakhstan will 
be analyzed and discussed from the socio-cultural environment perspective. Another research focus will be on the 
difference between the study participants’ actual self (subjective evaluation of their character strengths) and their 
ideal self (how significant these character strengths are). 
2. Character strengths and virtues: Theoretical background 
As mentioned above, the positive psychology perspective can contribute to our better understanding of young 
people’s personal and professional development, taking into account character strengths and virtues and their role in 
achieving meaningful goals. Park and Peterson (2009) emphasize that “[a]ll young people want to do well and to live 
a happy and fulfilled life” because these are “fundamental human desires and rights” (p. 8). On the other hand, 
identifying what makes a character good or “what makes life worth living” (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000, p. 5) 
is likely to be the way of optimizing one’s personal and professional development by recognizing and cultivating 
character strengths and virtues in young people. 
Park and Peterson (2009) define good character as “a family of positive traits shown in one’s thoughts, feelings, 
and behaviors” (p. 1). In turn, character strengths are viewed by them as morally valued personal characteristics. The 
researchers were involved in the project – the Values in Action (VIA) Classification of Strengths –  focused on how 
to measure one’s strengths of character (Park & Peterson, 2006; Park & Peterson, 2009; Peterson & Seligman, 2004) 
that led them to identifying 24 widely-valued character strengths which were classified under six virtues. Based on 
(Park and Peterson, 2009), we list these virtues and corresponding character strengths in Table 1. As seen, there are 
six core virtues morally valued by philosophers or religious thinkers, namely wisdom and knowledge, courage, 
humanity, justice, temperance, and transcendence. Park and Peterson (2009) argue, “Character strengths are the 
more specific psychological processes or mechanisms that define the virtues” (p. 3). In other words, good character 
seems to be a multidimensional concept that is determined by the interplay between the character strengths 
identified. “Good character is best captured by a profile of its components”, as Park and Peterson emphasize (ibid). 
             Table 1. Character strengths and virtues. 
Virtues Character strengths 
Wisdom and knowledge Creativity, curiosity, open-mindedness, love of learning, perspective 
Courage Honesty, bravery, persistence, zest 
Humanity Kindness, love, social intelligence 
Justice Fairness,  leadership,  teamwork 
Temperance Forgiveness, modesty, prudence, self-regulation 
Transcendence Appreciation of beauty and excellence, gratitude, hope, humor, religiousness 
 
The project mentioned resulted in the design of the VIA Inventory of Strengths (VIA-IS), which is a self-report 
survey suitable for adults (Peterson & Seligman, 2004), while the VIA Inventory of Strengths for Youth (VIA-Youth) is 
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suitable for children and youth (aged under 17). The empirical evidence accumulated shows that there is a strong 
correlation between character strengths and one’s life satisfaction. The most important indicators in context to this 
are love, gratitude, hope, zest, and curiosity, as Park and Peterson (2009) reported. It is these character strengths that 
are likely to contribute to personal well-being more than others. It was also revealed that perseverance, love, 
gratitude, hope, and perspective predicted academic achievement among both middle-school and college students 
(Park & Peterson, 2008; Park & Peterson, 2009). In addition, more effective teachers, i.e. those whose students 
gained more scores on tests, differed from others in their social intelligence, zest, and humor. To sum up, Park and 
Peterson (2009) highlight that “the encouragement of particular character strengths would not only make young 
people happier, healthier, and more socially connected but also help them do better at school and to be more 
productive at their eventual work” (p. 4). In turn, McGovern (2011) addresses the idea of character strengths and 
virtues as a way of building “academic communities of psychologically literate citizens where virtue is learned by 
being practiced” (p. 450). Therefore, a strength-based approach to educational practice could enhance both young 
people’s personal and professional development and faculty members’ sustainable growth. 
It should be noted that psychological research in Russia is in line with the positive psychology movement. Dmitry 
Leont’ev initiated studies on character strengths viewing them as a positive personal resource (Burovihina et al., 
2007; Leont’ev, 2011; Leont’ev & Rasskazova, 2014). In the studies conducted by Sergey Bogomaz and his 
colleagues (Bogomaz, 2014; Bogomaz & Atamanova, 2014; Bogomaz & Litvina, 2014; Litvina & Bogomaz, 2014) 
the research focus was on the relationship between young people’s character strengths and their subjective 
evaluation of the socio-cultural environment. In connection to this, the question arises of how culture-specific 
character strengths profiles may be in young people with different cultural backgrounds. 
Despite the fact that Peterson and Seligman (2004) postulated the virtues identified as universal and cross-
cultural, a number of positive psychology researchers have been calling for examining the cultural specificity of 
character strengths (Steger & Kashdan, 2008; Kubokawa & Ottaway, 2009; Leont’ev & Rasskazova, 2014). Steger 
and Kashdan (2008) highlight the necessity of studying multicultural and transcultural aspects of character strengths 
because of the western-minded orientations of positive psychology. Kubokawa and Ottaway (2009) pay attention to 
the difference between the concepts of self across cultures, namely “independent and autonomous” in western 
(individualistic) societies versus “interdependent and dutiful” in eastern (collectivistic) cultures (p. 133). They also 
point to the difference between western and eastern cultures in their understanding of happiness as well as positive 
and negative emotions. Based on their empirical study on sources of happiness and its attainability in Russian 
students, Leont’ev and Rasskazova (2014) revealed that there was a regional difference in the mean individual 
attainability of happiness between two subsamples (Moscow and Petropavlovsk-Kamchatsky). 
Thus, the paper present the study aimed at exploring young people’s subjective evaluation of their character 
strengths as well as their significance to them, taking into account the effect of their socio-cultural environment. In 
addition, the research focus was on the difference between the study participants’ actual self (subjective evaluation 
of their character strengths) and their ideal self (how significant these character strengths were to them). 
3. Study methodology 
In (Bogomaz & Atamanova, 2014) it was shown that the same socio-cultural environment was differently evaluated 
by university students depending on their character strengths. In particular, the higher was their leadership, the more 
possibilities for their personal and professional development they found out in their urban environment.  
It should be mentioned that the role of sociocultural factors in human development is commonly recognized. 
Focusing on a child’s development, Vygotsky (1934/1994) emphasized that “the environment’s role in the development 
of higher, specifically human characteristics and forms of activity is as a source of development” (p. 351). This means 
that interaction with the environment does have an effect on the process of development because every human being, 
according to Vygotsky, “represents a certain historical unit living at a certain historical period and in certain historical 
circumstances” (p. 352). Sorokin (1947) viewed the sociocultural interaction as an inseparable unity of three 
interrelated modes: personality, society and culture. Landry (2000) addressed the idea of urban environment potential 
by introducing the concept of creative city. Therefore, analyzing young people’s character strengths with respect to 
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their socio-cultural environment could contribute to our better understanding of their personal and professional 
development in the local settings. 
Thus, the study presented was focused on young people’s subjective evaluation of their character strengths, their 
significance to them and the difference between the two scopes of parameters. It was also of research interest to identify 
whether there would be a cultural specificity between character strengths profiles in Russian and Kazakh young people.       
3.1. Study sample 
The total study sample consisted of 416 young people. The subsample of Russian young people was composed of 
three regional clusters, namely Tomsk (167 participants; the mean age was M = 21.66; SD = 1.99), Barnaul (120 
participants; the mean age was M = 21.44; SD = 1.91), and Kemerovo (97 participants; the mean age was M = 21.42; 
SD = 1.05). The subsample of Kazakh young people included 32 participants (the mean age was M = 19.25; SD = 
1.46). The gender issue was not taken into account in this study.  
3.2. Data collection and analysis 
The study participants were asked to evaluate the significance of character strengths and their manifestation in them 
using the 24 Character Strengths Questionnaire developed by Osin (Burovihina et al., 2007) based on the Values in 
Action Inventory of Strengths (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). The research tool enables to measure to which degree the 
respondents endorse each of the 24 character strengths (listed in Table 1) rating them from 1 (minimum significance) to 
5 (maximum significance). It should be noted that the first virtue (wisdom and knowledge) according to the research 
tool (in Russian) applied in this study contains the following character strengths: creativity, curiosity, open-mindedness, 
love of learning, and wisdom (instead of perspective). The same rating is used for subjective evaluation of these 
character strengths, i.e. the degree to which the respondents possess them in their opinion. The questionnaire was 
presented to the study participants in Russian. The data collected were then statistically treated and analyzed. 
4. Study findings and discussion 
The study results are presented in Fig. 1 through Fig. 4. It should be noted, that the study participants’ character 
strengths profiles can be interpreted in two ways, namely their subjective evaluation of character strengths in them can be 
viewed as their actual self, while the character strengths significance can be considered as the respondents’ ideal self 
(Litvina & Bogomaz, 2014). Furthermore, the ideal self profile is built based on the mean degrees of each character 
strength significance to the participants in a subsample. The actual self profile involves the mean degrees of 
manifestation of each character strength in the participants according to their subjective evaluation. There was one more 
important parameter for analysis, namely the gap between the two profiles. In other words, the difference between each 
character strength significance for the study participants and its manifestation in them can be viewed as the gap between 
their actual self and ideal one.  
Fig. 1 shows the character strengths profiles in the Tomsk subsample of young people. Keeping in mind the role of 
socio-cultural environment, it should be mentioned that Tomsk is a regional administrative centre located in Western 
Siberia, Russia. It is positioned as a centre for education, science and innovation, so it is important to find out if there are 
any region-specific character strengths in the subsample being analyzed. The ideal self profile in Fig. 1 shows that the 
most significant character strengths for young people in Tomsk were zest (M = 4.381; SD = 0.810), love (M = 4.327; SD 
= 0.982) and self-regulation (M = 4.315; SD = 0.827), the least significant ones being religiousness (M = 2.583; SD = 
1.320), modesty (M = 3.220; SD = 1.046) and teamwork (M = 3.327; SD = 1.075). The actual self profile in this 
subsample (see Fig. 1) is characterized as follows. The highest degrees of character strength manifestation in the study 
participants according to their subjective evaluation were attributed to humor (M = 4.168; SD = 0.876), love (M = 4.144; 
SD = 0.952) and kindness (M = 4.048; SD = 0.884), whereas religiousness (M = 2.485; SD = 1.293), leadership (M = 
3.210; SD = 1.118) and teamwork (M = 3.222; SD = 1.094) were rated as the least manifested ones. The largest positive 
gap (the difference between the ideal and actual ratings) was observed in wisdom (equal to 0.886). The next group of 
character strengths with rather large gaps between their ideal and actual rates was comprised of bravery (equal to 0.623), 
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hope (equal to 0.611), zest (equal to 0.605) and open-mindedness (equal to 0.589). The largest negative gap (this means 
that the actual ranking of a character strength exceeds its ideal one) was observed in curiosity (equal to -0.251). 
 
 
Fig. 1. The character strengths profiles in the Tomsk subsample. 
Fig. 2 presents the character strengths profiles in the Barnaul subsample of young people. Barnaul is also located in 
Western Siberia (Russia), it being a regional administrative centre oriented mostly toward industry and agriculture. The 
ideal self profile in Fig. 2 shows that the most significant character strengths for young people in Barnaul were zest (M = 
4.558; SD = 0.671), persistence (M = 4.533; SD = 0.721) and self-regulation (M = 4.400; SD = 0.793). The least 
significant character strengths for them were the following: religiousness (M = 2.492; SD = 1.322) and modesty (M = 
3.075; SD = 1.038).  
 
Fig. 2. The character strengths profiles in the Barnaul subsample. 
The actual self profile in this subsample (see Fig. 2) is characterized as follows. The highest degrees of character 
strength manifestation in the study participants according to their subjective evaluation were attributed to kindness (M = 
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4.225; SD = 0.772), love (M = 4.125; SD = 0.975), honesty (M = 4.108; SD = 0.868), gratitude (M = 4.075; SD = 0.811) 
and persistence (M = 4.067; SD = 0.827). Meanwhile, religiousness (M = 2.583; SD = 1.369), creativity (M = 3.350; SD 
= 0.984) and leadership (M = 3.358; SD = 1.011) were evaluated as the least manifested character strengths. The largest 
positive gaps between the ideal and actual ratings of character strengths were observed in zest (equal to 0.783), wisdom 
(equal to 0.742), creativity (equal to 0.675) and open-mindedness (equal to 0.675). The largest negative gap was observed 
in modesty (equal to -0.508).Fig. 3 illustrates the character strengths profiles in the Kemerovo subsample of young 
people. Note, Kemerovo is a regional administrative centre located in Western Siberia (Russia) as well and oriented 
mostly toward industry. The ideal self profile in Fig. 3 shows that the most significant character strengths for young 
people in Kemerovo were persistence (M = 4.526; SD = 0.751) and zest (M = 4.464; SD = 0.708). In turn, religiousness 
(M = 2.381; SD = 1.350), modesty (M = 3.216; SD = 1.227) and curiosity (M = 3.361; SD = 1.192) had the least 
significance to them. The actual self profile in this subsample (see Fig. 3) is characterized as follows. The highest degrees 
of character strength manifestation in the study participants according to their subjective evaluation were attributed to 
kindness (M = 4.225; SD = 0.772), gratitude (M = 4.125; SD = 0.975) and love (M = 4.108; SD = 0.868). The least 
manifested character strengths in this subsample was religiousness (M = 2.639; SD = 1.437). The largest positive gaps 
between the ideal and actual ratings of character strengths were observed in wisdom (equal to 0.763) and further in 
creativity (equal to 0.567) and bravery (equal to 0.515). The largest negative gaps were observed in curiosity (equal to -
0.464) and modesty (equal to -0.392). 
 
Fig. 3. The character strengths profiles in the Kemerovo subsample. 
Comparing the results obtained from the three subsamples described above, we can conclude that there were some 
similarities as well as some differences in both the ideal self profiles and the actual ones among young people in Tomsk, 
Barnaul and Kemerovo. First, in the three subsamples zest was evaluated as one of the most significant character strengths, 
with the highest value being in the Barnaul subsample. Likely, living in Siberia people need much enthusiasm and activity 
to achieve their meaningful goals and young people recognize this, especially in industry-oriented regions. In addition, 
persistence and self-regulation were also mentioned among the most significant character strengths in young people from 
Siberia. On the other hand, love was evaluated as the most significant character strength only in the sample of Tomsk. 
Note, Tomsk is one of the largest educational and scientific centres in Siberia and love as one of the basic values may 
reflect a higher degree of young people’s humanistic orientations in such a socio-cultural environment. Meanwhile, love 
was shown to correlate positively with students’ academic achievement (Park & Peterson, 2009). Religiousness was 
evaluated as the least significant character strength in the three subsamples as well as modesty. They seem to be viewed as 
the character strength preventing young people from achieving their meaningful goals (Litvina & Bogomaz, 2014). 
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Second, analyzing the actual self profiles in the three subsamples, one can see that kindness and love were evaluated 
as the most manifested character strengths in young people living in Siberia. On the one hand, this may be interpreted as 
a social desirability effect. On the other hand, it is commonly recognized that people living in Siberia are more hospitable 
and friendly. In turn, religiousness was evaluated as the least manifested character strength among young people in the 
three subsamples and it was the least significant one, as mentioned above. Probably, it is age that plays a role in such an 
attitude toward religion. Furthermore, teamwork was evaluated as one of the least manifested character strengths in them 
by young people from Tomsk and Barnaul. It should also be emphasized that this character strength was among the least 
significant ones in the Tomsk subsample. It seems that achieving their meaningful goals young people in Tomsk rely 
upon themselves to a higher degree than in the other places analyzed. 
Third, analysis of the gaps between the ideal self and actual self profiles in the three subsamples showed that the 
largest positive gap was observed in wisdom, with the highest value being in the Tomsk subsample. The next groups of 
character strengths with the largest positive gaps combined zest, open-mindedness, bravery and creativity. Young people 
in Tomsk and Barnaul believe that they need to have more enthusiasm for life and become more open-minded, while 
young people want to become braver in Tomsk and Kemerovo and more creative in Barnaul and Kemerovo. Moreover, 
young people from Barnaul and Kemerovo believe that they are too modest since there was a negative gap between their 
ideal self and actual self profiles. 
Fig. 4 presents the character strengths profiles in the subsample of Kazakh young people. It should be noted that this 
subsample was quite small (it included only 32 participants) and this was rather a pilot study, so only tendencies will be 
discussed in this case. Their ideal self profile in Fig. 4 shows that the most significant character strengths for them were, 
persistence (M = 4.719; SD = 0.581) and zest (M = 4.563; SD = 0.564) and these values exceed those of the Russian 
subsamples. The least significant character strengths for Kazakh young people were the following: religiousness (M = 
2.688; SD = 1.424), curiosity (M = 3.031; SD = 1.231), fairness (M = 3.156; SD = 1.194) and teamwork (M = 3.219; 
SD = 1.157). It should be emphasized that fairness and teamwork are important for social interaction (Park & Peterson, 
2009), so lacking in such character strengths may result in some difficulties in establishing social relations.  
 
Fig. 4. The character strengths profiles in the subsample of Kazakh young people. 
The actual self profile in this subsample (see Fig. 4) can be characterized as follows. The highest degrees of 
character strength manifestation in the study participants according to their subjective evaluation were attributed to 
humor (M = 4.469; SD = 0.761), love (M = 4.406; SD = 0.875), gratitude (M = 4.344; SD = 0.653) and honesty (M = 
4.281; SD = 0.729). In turn, this can be interpreted in two ways, namely as either a social desirability effect or a cultural 
specificity of Kazakh young people in their being grateful and honest. The least manifested character strengths in this 
subsample were religiousness (M = 2.813; SD = 1.469), similar to the Russian subsamples, and fairness (M = 3.125; 
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SD = 1.157) and wisdom (M = 3.250; SD = 1.078) as well. Note, fairness was also among the least significant character 
strengths for Kazakh young people and, taking this into account, one can conclude that these young people may 
experience some difficulties in social interaction, as mentioned above.  
Analysis of the gaps between the ideal and actual ratings of character strengths in Kazakh young people showed that 
the largest positive ones were observed in wisdom (equal to 0.906), bravery (equal to 0.813), prudence (equal to 0.813), 
self-regulation (equal to 0.719) and love of learning (equal to 0.719). Such a gap in wisdom was similar to the Russian 
subsamples, although it had the highest value among the subsamples analyzed as well as in bravery. Meanwhile, three 
other largest positive gaps were identified, namely in prudence, self-regulation and love of learning compared with the 
Russian subsamples. Probably, Kazakh young people want to have more sense and self-control in their lives and gain 
more knowledge. The largest negative gap was observed in curiosity (equal to -0.438) and teamwork (equal to -0.219). 
5. Conclusion 
The study presented revealed some specificity in character strengths profiles among Russian young people in three 
regions of Western Siberia. On the one hand, there was a similarity between these subsamples, namely in the 
significance of such character strengths as zest, persistence and self-regulation for young people living here. In other 
words, their ideal self profiles had much in common. Also, such a similarity was observed in their actual self profiles, 
i.e. kindness and love were evaluated as the most manifested character strengths in young people living in Western 
Siberia, while religiousness was the least manifested one. Nevertheless, there were some differences in both their ideal 
self profiles and the actual ones, which can be attributed to the specific socio-cultural environment of the places 
analyzed. These differences were related to love and teamwork in the Tomsk subsample. In addition, the gaps between 
the ideal self profiles and the actual ones were of importance for a better understanding of possible effects of the socio-
cultural environment on young people’s personal and professional development. The largest positive region-specific 
gaps were observed in zest, open-mindedness, bravery and creativity in different combinations and the largest negative 
one was identified in modesty in the Barnaul and Kemerovo subsamples. Therefore, it is these gaps that can be viewed 
as positive resources for young people’s personal and professional development with respect to socio-cultural 
peculiarities of their environment.  
Analysis of the character strengths profiles in Kazakh young people compared to the Russian subsamples mentioned 
showed some specificity in them as well. Having much in common with each other in the degree of significance of zest, 
persistence and religiousness, they differ in some aspects of their ideal self profiles, namely fairness and teamwork. The 
former was also evaluated as the least manifested character strength in Kazakh young people according to their actual self 
profile, while gratitude and honesty were among the most manifested ones. However, greater differences were observed in 
gaps between the ideal self profiles and the actual ones. Gaps in wisdom and bravery were similar to the Russian 
subsamples, but three other largest positive gaps were identified in prudence, self-regulation and love of learning. 
Thus, it can be concluded that there may be some region-specific and culture-specific differences in character 
strengths profiles between young people. Therefore, it is quite necessary to take this specificity into account in 
educational practices to enhance their personal and professional development. Further research on the role of socio-
cultural environment in character strengths profiles is undoubtedly needed to overcome this study limitation because of 
the size of the Kazakh young people subsample and understand better the phenomenon in question. 
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